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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -35 are pending in this office action. 

2. In view of the appeal brief filed on Jul 6, 2005, PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
REOPENED. A new ground of rejection is set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1 ) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1 .1 1 3 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 37 CFR 41.20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below: 
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Rejections 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 



Double Patenting 

4. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 

USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1 .1 30(b). 

Effective January 1 ,1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

5. Claims 1 -35 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-34 of 
copending Application No. 09/771734. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because the instant application claims a 
queue (or storage device) that is associated with a communication context, wherein the 
association is controlled by a privileged operation, and where a first process is allowed 
to send communication to a second process only if the association between the queue 
and the communication context exists. The co-pending application differs from the 
instant application in that the co-pending application adds the limitation of a key value, 
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wherein a first process is allowed to send communication to a second process only if 
the association exists and the key value is proper. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The term "substantially" in claim 1 is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "substantially" is not defined by the claim, the specification does 
not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in 
the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the process" in limitation 1. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 14-17 and 19 recite the limitation "the virtual component" in limitation 3. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 2-13, 18, 20, and 21 are dependent upon claim 1 and 14, and therefore 
inherit its deficiencies. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

9. Claims 1-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.G. 102(b) as being anticipated by Tucker 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,808,911). 

Regarding claim 1 , Tucker et al. teaches a system to facilitate substantially 
secure communication of data from a user-level process, comprising: 

• At least a first queue associated with the process, such that the process is 
operative to directly communicate a message relative to the first queue (fig. 1 , 
ref. num 120 and 122 within domain 106); and 

• A first communication context operative to communicate the message between 
the first queue and a second communication context (fig. 3A, ref. num 174 to fig. 
3B. ref. num 174 and col. 8, lines 22-47); 

• Wherein communication between the first queue and the first communications 
context is controlled based on whether an appropriate association exists between 
the first queue and the first communications context, the association between the 
first queue and the first communications context being provided through a 
privileged operation not adjustable by the user-level process (col. 3, line 54 
through col. 4, line 9). 
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Regarding claim 2 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the first queue and the first 
communication context reside at a first node that is different from that of the second 
communication context (fig. 1, ref. num 102A and 102B). 

Regarding claim 3 , Tucker et al. teaches further comprising an interface at the 
first node operative to validate messages communicated from the first queue to the first 
communication context (fig. 1, ref. num 126 and col. 3, lines 54-65). 

Regarding claim 4 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the interface is operative to 
prevent messages from being communicated from the first queue to the first 
communication context if an association mismatch exists between the first queue and 
the first communication context (col. 3, lines 54-65). 

Regarding claim 5 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the appropriate association 
between the first queue and the first communication context requires membership to a 
common domain (fig. 1 , ref. num 1 28 of user domain 1 ). 

Regarding claim 6 , Tucker et al. teaches further comprising a second queue 
associated with a second process at the first node, such that the second process is 
operative to directly communicate a message to the second queue (fig. 1, ref. num 120 
and 122 within domain 108). 
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Regarding claim 7 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the second queue is associated 
with the common domain through a privileged operation, such that the first and second 
queues can share the first communication context to communicate messages through a 
channel defined by the first communication context and the second communication 
context, each of the first and second queues being operative to communicate messages 
with at least one process at a node where the second communication context resides 
(col. 3, line 54 through col. 4, line 9). 

Regarding claim 8 . Tucker et al. teaches wherein the first process further 
comprises a process operating in a user mode and the second process comprises a 
process operating in a user mode (fig. 1, ref. num 120, both processes are un user 
domains). 

Regarding claim 9 , Tucker et al. teaches further including a third communication 
context associated with the second queue through a privileged operation at the first 
node, the third communication context enabling communication between the third 
communication context and a fourth communication context that resides a node 
different from the first node (fig. 1 , ref. num 128 of user domain 2). 

Regarding claim 10 . Tucker et al. teaches wherein the common domain is a first 
domain, the association between the second queue and the third communication 
context corresponding to a second domain that is different from the first domain, 
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wherein each communication channel established in the second domain is isolated from 
each channel established in the first domain (fig. 1, domain 1 is different from domain 2, 
each having their own Xdoor 128). 

Regarding claim 1 1 . Tucker et al. teaches wherein the first queue and the first 
communication context reside at a first node that is different from a second node at 
which the second communication context resides, the system further comprising a third 
communication context at the first node to enable communication of messages between 
the third communication context and a fourth communication context that resides at a 
third node that is different from the first node (fig. 1 , 102 A is node 1 , 102B is node N, 
meaning any number of different nodes can be connected). 

Regarding claim 12 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the first queue is associated 
with the third communication context through a privileged operation, such that the first 
process is operative to communicate the message over a communication channel 
established between the third communication context and a fourth communication 
context that resides at the third node, which is different from the second node (col. 2, 
lines 30-47). 

Regarding claim 13 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the first queue and the first 
communication context are associated so as to be part of a first domain, the system 
further comprising a second queue is associated with a second process, the second 
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queue being associated with a third communication context so as to be part of second 
domain that is isolated relative to the first domain (col. 2, lines 30-47). 

Regarding claim 14 , Tucker et al. teaches a system to facilitate communication of 
data, comprising: 

• A virtual hardware component at a first node operable to communicate a 
message received directly from an associated process (fig. 1 , ref. num 1 20 and 
122 within domain 106 or 108); and 

• A first channel endpoint established at the first node, the first channel endpoint 
being operative to communicate messages to a second channel endpoint 
residing at a second node (fig. 3A, ref. num 174 to fig. 3B. ref. num 174 and col. 
8, lines 22^7); 

• Wherein each of the virtual component and the first channel endpoint is 
associated with a respective domain through a privileged operation at the first 
node, communication of messages between the virtual component and the first 
channel endpoint being controlled based on validation of the respective domains 
for the virtual component and the first channel endpoint (col. 3, line 54 through 
col. 4, line 9). 



Regarding claim 15 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein hardware at the first node is 
operative to prevent messages from being sent between the virtual component and the 
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first channel endpoint in response to detecting an invalid association between the virtual 
component and the first channel endpoint (col. 3, lines 54-65). 

Regarding claim 16 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the virtual component is a first 
virtual component, the system further comprising a second virtual hardware component 
operative to communicate a message directly with an associated process at the first 
node (fig. 1, ref. num 120 and 122 within domain 108). 

Regarding claim 17 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the second virtual hardware 
component and the first virtual hardware component are members of a common 
domain, domain membership being assigned through a privileged operation not 
adjustable by the first or second process, wherein the first and second virtual 
components are operative to share the first channel endpoint of the first node, such that 
each of the first and second processes can communicate messages with at least one 
process at the second node (col. 3, line 54 through col. 4, line 9). 

Regarding claim 18 , Tucker et al. teaches further including a third channel 
endpoint at the first node, the third channel endpoint being operative to communicate 
messages with a fourth channel endpoint that resides at a node different from the first 
node (fig. 1, ref. num 128 of user domain 2). 
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Regarding claim 19 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the virtual component is a first 
virtual hardware component, the system further comprising a second virtual hardware 
component at the first node that is associated with the third channel endpoint through a 
privileged operation at the first node (fig. 1, ref. num 120 and 122 within domain 108). 

Regarding claim 20 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein each of the first and third 
channel endpoints belongs to different domains, such that each communication channel 
established between associated channel endpoints in one of the domains is isolated 
from each communication channel established between associated channel endpoints 
in each other of the domains (col. 2, lines 30-47). 

Regarding claim 21 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein each of the first and third 
channel endpoints belongs to a common domain, such that each of the first and second 
processes at the first node is operative to share first and third channel endpoints to 
respectively communicate a message with at least one process at the second and third 
nodes based on data in the respective message (fig. 1, ref. num 126 of domain 108, 
more than one FD belongs in the domain, and col. 2, lines 30-47). 

Regarding claim 22 , Tucker et al. teaches a system to facilitate communication of 
data, comprising: 

• Storage means for receiving a message provided directly from a user-level 
process (fig. 1, ref. num 120 and 122 within domain 106 or 108); 
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• Communication means associated with the storage means for, upon validation of 
a domain association between the storage means and the communication 
means, sending the stored request to a corresponding communication means at 
another node in the system (fig. 3A, ref. num 174 to fig. 3B. ref. num 174 and col. 
8, lines 22-47); and 

• Validation means for validating the association between the storage means and 
the communication means, the storage means and the communication means 
being associated in a privileged operation not adjustable by user-level processes 
(col. 3, line 54 through col. 4, line 9). 

Regarding claim 23 , Tucker et al. teaches a system to facilitate communication of 
data, comprising: 

• Virtual storage means at a first node for storing a message for direct 
communication relative to a user-level process (fig. 1, ref. num 120 and 122 
within domain 106 or 108); 

• Endpoint communication means at the first node for means for, upon determining 
a common domain membership for the storage means and the endpoint 
communication means, enabling communication between the virtual storage 
means and the endpoint communication means (fig. 3A, ref. num 174 to fig. 3B. 
ref. num 174 and col. 8, lines 22-47); and 
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• Control means for independently controlling domain membership for each of the 
virtual storage means and the endpoint communication means (col. 3, line 54 
through col. 4, line 9). 

Regarding claim 24 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the endpoint communication 
means further includes means for preventing communication of messages between the 
virtual storage means and the endpoint communication means in the absence of a 
common domain membership among virtual storage means and the endpoint 
communication means (fig. 1, domain 1 is different from domain 2, each having their 
own Xdoor 128). 

Regarding claim 25 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the endpoint communication 
means further includes means for permitting communication of messages between the 
virtual storage means and the endpoint communication means when common domain 
membership exists among virtual storage means and the endpoint communication 
means (fig. 1, ref. num 126 of domain 108, more than one FD belongs in the domain, 
and col. 2, lines 30-47). 

Regarding claim 26 , Tucker et al. teaches a computer-readable medium having 
computer-executable instructions for: 

• In a privileged mode, setting domain membership for a queue of a first node and 
setting domain membership for a communication component of the first node, the 
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communication component of the first node being operable to communicate 
messages with a corresponding communication component at a second node, 
the domain membership being inaccessible by user-level processes, the queue 
being mapped into memory of an associated user-level process at the first node, 
such that the user-level process can communicate directly with the queue (fig. 1 , 
ref. num 120 and 122 within domain 106 or 108 and col. 3, line 54 through col. 4, 
line 9); and 

• Controlling communication of message between the queue and the 

communication component based on the domain membership set for each of the 
queue and the communication component (fig. 3A, ref. num 174 to fig. 3B. ref. 
num 174 and col. 8, lines 22-47). 

Regarding claim 27 , Tucker et al. teaches having further computer-executable 
instructions for providing an error message to the associated user-level process if the 
domain membership between the queue and the communication component is invalid (it 
is inherent that an error message will be created if an association between components 
is invalid). 

Regarding claim 28 , Tucker et al. teaches having further computer-executable 
instructions for analyzing the message to identify which of a plurality of communication 
contexts is designated and validating domain membership between the queue and the 
designated communication context to control communication of the message between 
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the queue and the designated communication context (fig. 1, ref. num 126 and col. 3, 
lines 54-65). 

Regarding claim 29 , Tucker et al. teaches a method to facilitate communication 
in a system architecture in which a process is operative to communicate a message 
directly with a storage component coupled to at least one local communications 
component in a node for communicating the message for receipt by a second 
communications component, the method comprising: 

• Associating the storage component with a domain for temporarily storing the 
message (fig. 1, ref. num 120 and 122 within domain 106 or 108); 

• Associating the local communications component with a domain (fig. 3, ref. num 
174); and 

• Controlling communication of a message between the storage component and 
the local communications component based on the domain of the storage 
component and the domain of the local communications component (fig. 3A t ref. 
num 174 to fig. 3B. ref. num 174, col. 3, line 54 through col. 4, line 9, and col. 8, 
lines 22-47). 

Regarding claim 30 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the domain for the storage 
component and the domain for the association of the local communications component 
are implemented independently in privileged operation not adjustable by the user-level 
process (col. 3, line 54 through col. 4, line 9). 
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Regarding claim 31 , Tucker et al. teaches wherein the controlling further 
comprises validating the domain of the storage component relative the domain of the 
local communication component (fig. 1, ref. num 126 and col. 3, lines 54-65). 

Regarding claim 32 . Tucker et al. teaches further comprising preventing 
communication of the message from the storage component to the communication 
component in the absence of a match between the domain of the storage component 
and the domain of the communication component (fig. 1 , domain 1 is different from 
domain 2, each having their own Xdoor 128). 

Regarding claim 33 . Tucker et al. teaches further comprising generating an error 
message in the absence of a match between the domain of the at least part of the 
storage component and the domain of the communication component (it is inherent that 
an error message will be created if an association between components is invalid). 

Regarding claim 34 , Tucker et al. teaches further comprising sending the 
message from the storage component to the communication component in response to 
a valid association existing between the domain of the storage component and the 
domain of the communication component (fig. 1, ref. num 126 and col. 3, lines 54-65). 
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Regarding claim 35 . Tucker et al. teaches further comprising discerning from the 
message which of at least one of a plurality of communication components is 
designated and validating association between the storage component and each 
designated communication component to control communication of the message 
between the storage component and each designated communication component (col. 
6, lines 59-67). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brandon S. Hoffman whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3863. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz R. Sheikh can be reached on 571-272-3795. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



BH 





